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Domestic bovine animals are valuable resources to Filipinos because they are used as work 
animals and food source. Filipino farmers depend on water buffalos or carabaos for farm work. They 
consider the carabao as their beast of burden because it helps them till the lands. Cattle, like carabaos 
are also domesticated in the Philippines because they serve as important sources of meat and means of 
transport. Surely, Filipinos have a great need for domestic animals because they serve as sources of meat 
and milk and assist in agricultural-related activities. However,  disaster struck the domestic bovine  
animals in the Philippines when carabaos and cattle were decimated by dangerous contagions during the 
American Period. The death of thousands and thousands of carabaos and cattle due to foot-and-mouth 
disease, cattle plague, bovine anthrax and haemorrhagic septicaemia affected the livelihood of many 
Filipino farmers and the business of cattle importers and local cattle raisers. This paper examines the 
impact of the animal disease problem to the Filipino farmers’ economic livelihood. It will also analyse 
and explain how this agricultural menace affected the country’s cattle industry as well as the business 
interests of many cattle importers and cattle raisers in the Philippines. 
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WATER BUFFALO, CATTLE AND THE FILIPINO FARMER IN PHILIPPINE AGRICULTURAL LIFE 
 
The Philippines is blessed with abundant natural resources. Its fertile lands, rich mineral deposits 
and lush vegetation stand out as among the country’s chief assets. The Philippines is also home to 
different varieties of domestic animals.  With 9,116,772 hectares of public lands and private farmlands 
for agriculture, it cannot be denied that domestic bovine and equine animals, namely carabaos, cattle, 
horses, ponies and mules, are part and parcel of Philippine agricultural life (Philippines Census Office, 
1921). Dr. Gregorio San Agustin (1916), former Dean of the College of Veterinary Science from 1925-
1939, observed the significance of domestic animals to the country’s agricultural development by noting 
that “a very large part of the nation’s wealth is invested in domesticated animals, and upon this animal 





Domestic bovine animals are valuable resources to Filipinos because they are used as work 
animals and food source. Filipino farmers depend on water buffalo or carabao and cattle for farm work.  
The carabao or water buffalo is the most important farm animal in the Philippines. In fact, many Filipinos 
consider the carabao as the symbol of Philippine agricultural life. Dr. Victor Buencamino (1977) described 
the carabao in this way: 
 
 [The carabao is]…life itself [because] … it drew his [farmer’s] plow in the 
field, carried his harvest on its back, [and] provided milk. The carabao 
was so precious usually kept in a comfortable area under his nipa hut 
and cared for like it was a member of the family. 
 
The carabao, among all other domesticated animals, was the most useful to Filipino farmers. 
Numerous testimonies attest to this. According to Hugo Miller (1932) in his study of the economy of the 
Philippines, the carabao was an indispensable beast of burden because “it performs nearly ninety 
percent of agricultural and transportation work of Filipinos.” Miller continues, saying that carabaos are 
used “in preparing the land for planting, in cultivating and in transporting crops to the market.” 
Moreover, he says that “because rice in the country is planted in paddies the particular advantage of the 
carabao over other draft animals is its ability to work easily in the mud, making cattle of little value and 
horses useless.”   
The carabao was a form of transportation in the Philippines. According to H.R. Kells (1999), in his 
work culled from letters of an American soldier in the Philippines from 1898 to 1902, small bamboo carts 
drawn by carabaos were used to bring crops to the market or in going to church. John Foreman (1906), 
on the other hand, says that carabaos provided food. The female species furnished milk; its meat, like 
deer and oxen, was also eaten sometimes although its flesh was tough, stingy and tasteless. Foreman 
says that Filipinos remedied this by cutting the meat into thin slices and drying it under the sun.   
Filipinos also derived commercial use for other parts of the body of carabaos. For example, the 
hides were made into leather while the horns were burned and used as medicine to cure snakebite 
(United States Bureau of Insular Affairs 1902  and Unite States Bureau of Census 1905). Because the 
carabao was such a useful animal to Filipinos, many Americans did not find it surprising why Filipinos 
gave more importance, treatment and attention to the carabao than any other domestic farm animal in 
the Philippines (Miller 1932 and Malcolm 1936).  
 
The importance of the carabao is founded on its value per head. According to the 1903 Census, 
the value of 640,871 heads of carabaos in the Philippines is PhP 49,319,755. This makes the price of 1 
carabao to be PhP76.96. Fifteen years later in 1918 the value of the carabao became PhP117 per head, 
or an increase of PhP40.04 (Department of Commerce and Communications 1929).  
Table 1 shows the number of carabaos and the value of carabaos in the Philippines in the period 
from 1919 to 1926. Data shows that the number of carabaos in 1919 was 1,388,244 for a total value of  
PhP209,919,203. In the succeeding years up to 1926, data shows that the number of carabaos generally 
increased. In 1926 there were 1,824,899 carabaos in the country, representing an increase of 436,655 
carabaos. However, data also shows that while the number of carabaos increased, the value of carabao 
per head decreased. In 1919 the value of carabao per head was PhP151.21. But the value of carabao per 




Table 1. Carabao Population and Value, 1919-1926 
Year Number Value ( PhP) 
1919 1,388,244 209,919,203 
1920 1,464,285 266,177,077 
1921 1,535,950 195,387,188 
1922 1,541,108 153,100,623 
1923 1,618,875 154,104,305 
1924 1,666,407 133,364,906 
1925 1,705,503 121,786,710 
1926 1,824,899 132,659,974 
Source: The Government of the Philippine Islands, Department of Commerce and 
Communications, Bureau of Commerce and Industry, Statistical Bulletin of the Philippine Islands, 1928 
(Manila: Bureau of Printing, 1929), p. 51. 
 
Cattle played an important role in Philippine agricultural life. According to Worcester (1899) and 
the United States Bureau of Insular Affairs (1902), cattle are bred in the country for its meat, hides and 
horns. Little attention is paid to its milk. However, in some provinces, for example, in Batangas and 
Visayas, cattle are often used as a draft animal. Native cattle thrive in Mindoro and Masbate. Thousands 
and thousands of cattle are also bred in Northern Luzon, Masbate, Bataan, Marinduque, Benguet, 
Negros, Leyte, Cebu, Iloilo, Misamis and Cotabato (Miller 1932).   
A number of species of cattle in the Philippines came from Mexico and China. For example, the 
red cattle of Mindoro came from China. This type of cattle is thin but rangy and upright. On the other 
hand, the Spanish type of cattle which arrived through Mexico has a black or black and white coat. This 
type of cattle thrives in northern Luzon and some parts of the Visayas (Worcester 1899 and United States 
Bureau of Insular Affairs 1902).   
The importance of the cattle is founded on its value per head. According to the 1903 Census 
(1905), the total value of 127,559 head of cattle in the Philippines is PhP 6,192,815. This makes the price 
of a single cattle to be PhP48.55. Fifteen years later, in 1918, the value of the carabao became PhP74.00 
per head, or an increase of PhP25.45 (Department of Commerce and Communications 1929).    
Table 2 shows the total number of cattle and its total value in the Philippines in the period from 
1919 to 1926. The number of cattle in 1919 was 678,525 for a total value of PhP64,041,638.  In the 
succeeding years up to 1926, the cattle population in the country generally increased. In 1926 there 
were 1,021,169 cattle in the country, representing an increase of 342,644 cattle. While the number of 
carabaos increased, the value of cattle per head decreased. In 1919 the value of cattle per head was 
PhP94.38 and in 1920, the value of cattle per head increased to PhP96.19. However, as the number of 




the Statistical Bulletin of the Philippines (1929) recorded an average decrease of about 10.25 percent in 
the value of cattle per head.   
 
Table 2. Cattle Population and Value, 1919-1926 
Year Number Value (PhP) 
1919 678,525 64,041,638 
1920 760,920 73,194,682 
1921 806,190 60,044,776 
1922 808,237 49,357,696 
1923 873,995 51,910,605 
1924 887,841 46,519,134 
1925 916,795 45,963,641 
1926 1,021,169 49,087,030 
Source: Statistical Bulletin of the Philippine Islands, 1928, p. 51. 
EPIZOOTICS RAVAGE THE CARABAOS AND CATTLE POPULATION IN THE PHILIPPINES 
Disaster struck the carabao and cattle population in the Philippines when epizootics or animal 
contagions infected and decimated thousands of domestic carabaos and cattle. The bovine animals were 
decimated by a number of infectious diseases namely, cattle plague or rinderpest, bovine anthrax, foot-
and-mouth disease and hemorrhagic septicemia. The American colonial government and other 
documents written during the period of American rule in the Philippines reported the decimation of 
domestic water buffalo and cattle. Charles Burke Elliot, author of The Philippines to the End of the 
Commission Government, mentioned the decimation of bovine animals due to cattle plague or 
rinderpest. Elliot (1968) narrates:  
A most serious problem [in the country] has been the saving of the lives of 
the draft and other domestic animals from death by diseases, and the 
restocking of the country with animals to take place of the hundreds and 
thousands which had been wiped out by rinderpest and surra. With the 
dreadful loss of horned cattle due to rinderpest … it has become 
increasingly important to restock the islands with the draft animals with 
which the Filipinos are accustomed…  
 
Other sources of the period under study attest to the tremendous destruction caused by the 
bovine contagions. Hugo Miller, the chief of the Industrial Division of the Bureau of Education, 
corroborated Elliott’s account as he himself witnessed the attack and ravages of animal contagions. In his 




have reduced the number [of draft animals] to only a fraction of what previously existed.”  Katherine 
Mayo (1925) in her book entitled The Isles of Fear added another animal disease to the list of animal 
contagions or epizootics --- “…anthrax [also] raged among the cattle, killing off hundreds of thousands 
annually and ruining thousands of farmers whose livelihood lay with their draft stock…” Table 3 shows 




Table 3. Number of reported deaths due to animal contagions, 1912-1939 
Animal Contagion Years recorded Number of deaths 
Cattle Plague or Rinderpest 1912-1934 237,438 carabaos and cattle 
Bovine Anthrax 1922-1939 19,754 carabaos and cattle 
Hemorrhagic Septicemia 1924, 1931-1932 8,640 carabaos and cattle 
Foot-and-Mouth Disease 1913, 1927, 1933-1934 1,879 carabaos and cattle 
 
The effect of the decimation of carabaos and cattle was greatly felt in the countryside especially 
in provinces where carabaos are important draft animals.  In the annual report of the Provincial 
Governor of Ilocos Sur, a province in the northern part of Luzon, the provincial official lists down the 
chilling effects of rinderpest in his area: 
 Agriculture is now passing through a great crisis by the reason of the 
ravages of the rinderpest… The direct results of this scarcity of cattle are: 
First, a lack of labor in the fields, which it is calculated has reduced last 
year’s [1901] crop of rice, sugar and other products of less importance to 
one-half of what it was ordinarily before this recent attack of the 
rinderpest; secondly, an increase in the price of cattle and …thirdly, a 
scarcity of meat for the supply of the public… (United States Senate 
1902) 
The spread of infectious animal contagions resulted in a scarcity of draft animals available for 
farm work. Necessarily, the shortage of bovine work animals affected the market price of carabao and 
cattle. During the latter part of the 19th century, the average market price of a carabao was only about 
PhP 20 to 30 while the best breed of carabao was only PhP50. But when bovine contagions decimated 
work animals, the market price of carabaos and cattle suddenly soared upward. According to the 1918 
Census, the market price of carabaos in Luzon was from PhP90 to 180 while the selling price of cattle 
went as high as PhP65. In the Visayas region, the market price of carabaos and cattle were PhP108 and 
PhP55, respectively. In Mindanao carabaos and cattle were sold at PhP89 and PhP54 apiece. Even the 




horses in Luzon cost Php80. In Visayas and Mindanao, the average selling price of horses was PhP60 and 
PhP64, respectively (Philippine Census Office 1921).  
EPIZOOTICS AND THE PHILIPPINE RICE INDUSTRY 
The death of work animals in the Philippines affected the cultivation and use of rice lands. 
Farmers were unable to plant rice because they did not have work animals to plow and cultivate the 
farmlands. Many rice fields were left idle and uncultivated.  In many areas, cogon grass grew rapidly in 
the untilled farmland, converting into wilderness what used to be lush fields planted with palay 
(McLennan 1982 and Fegan 1982). In 1902, it was estimated that the loss of carabaos due to rinderpest 
reduced the acreage of agricultural land under cultivation by 75 percent (United States Bureau of Insular 
Affairs 1903).  In the 1903 Census (1905), large hectares of farmlands and rice fields cultivated prior to 
1896 where left untilled in 1902 and in 1903 due to rinderpest, cholera epidemic and ravages of war on 
the irrigation system. Prior to 1896, the total area of cultivated rice fields in the Philippines was 
1,612,068 hectares but when rinderpest attacked in 1902 and 1903, the total area was reduced to 
1,311,294 and 1,208,845 hectares, respectively. Compared to the pre-1896 figure, the total area of 
cultivated farmlands was lower by 18.7 percent in 1902 and 19.4 percent in 1903. In the provinces, the 
percentage of decrease in the total area of cultivated lands in 1902 ranged from 2 to 45. The spread of 
colonial epizootics was also an important reason why large hectares of agricultural lands and rice fields 
were uncultivated before 1918. According to the 1918 Census (1921), out of the 4,563,723 hectares of 
agricultural lands and rice fields, only 2,415,778 hectares were under tillage. The said Census attributed 
the under tillage of nearly half of farmlands to the scarcity of work animals brought about by animal 
diseases.  
The decline in the total area of agricultural lands and rice fields under cultivation affected rice 
production. The output of rice-growing provinces declined significantly (Willis 1905). In 1902, as a 
consequence of the scarcity of rice supply, the price of rice fluctuated from $4 to $7 Mexican a picul.  
According to noted historian Reynaldo Ileto (1998), nowhere was the decimation of work animals and 
the shortage of rice due to the lack of work animals during the Philippine Revolution more noticeably felt 
than in the province of Batangas. Animal diseases transmitted fast during the revolution because of the 
frequent movement of overworked and poorly nourished bovine and equine animals.  Ileto describes the 
tragic situation that befell the province:  
 At Balayan, of more than 10,000 animals --- cattle, carabao, ponies --- 
used in the fields and bred, less than 200 heads were left… Because of 
the lack of plow animals the land “has now become a jungle.” At Tuy, … 
all land had turned into wilderness (bosquejoso) because of not having 
been cleared for three continuous years due to the lack of labor and, in 
particular, work animals. Ex-governor Rillo pleaded for the loan by the 
central government of 1,000 heads of livestock to Tuy and Balayan. If 
this was not done immediately “the situation of the people would be so 
pitiful (cahabaghabag ang calalagayan ng mga tao doon)”.”   
RENT AND STEAL CARABAOS 
The scarcity of work animals and the high prices of draft animals crippled the economic 
livelihood of the Filipino farmer and his family. In order to survive the disaster, some farmers were left 




Those who did not have any land to sell were compelled to rent carabaos of landlords (McLennan 1982 
and Fegan 1982). In some areas, hundreds of people shifted from lowland, irrigated farming to kaingin 
(dry) farming system. Others found alternative means to earn a living (Miller 1932). The high market 
value of carabaos, cattle and horses made ladronism (banditry) a profitable business. Some Filipino 
ladrones stole ponies and carabaos from one province and sold them in another province at a higher 
price. In one instance, horse thieves stole two horses of their employer and sold them for $33.50 (The 
American Manila 1900). The ladrones became skilled in carrying out their crime. They were able to alter 
the brands and shape of the horns to prevent owners from recognizing their animals. The rise of 
ladronism is found in the report of the Philippine Commission (1903), to wit:  
The ladrones are exceedingly skillful in changing and altering the brands 
and even in changing the form of the horns of the carabaos, so that they 
are able to steal carabaos in Batangas, run them over into Cavite, 
change their marks and appearance, and then sell them in Manila 
without any great fear of detection or identification.   
DISASTER ON CATTLE IMPORTATION AND CATTLE RAISING IN THE PHILIPPINES  
At the start, the epizootics problem proved to be beneficial to the Filipino cattle importers. The 
government’s policy of importation of bovine animals opened to them new business opportunities. Since 
the local stock of carabaos and cattle were susceptible to animal diseases, many people favored 
imported cattle. Cattle importers earned by selling imported carabao and cattle at exorbitant prices, as 
much as PhP100 to as high as PhP150 apiece. Most of the imported animals were slaughtered for sale in 
the city of Manila or used for work purposes in the provinces (Youngberg 1922 and Bureau of Agriculture 
1908).   
In the city of Manila, a number of business corporations and private individuals easily became 
rich through the importation of beef cattle. Cattle importation firms and private individuals engaged in 
this big importation business included Villanueva & Co., Lichauco & Co., Soriano & Co. and Messrs. J. 
Evangelista and A.N. Jose. On the other hand, G. S. Yuill & Co. Ltd., an Australian company, was engaged 
in the importation of refrigerated beef, mutton and pork from Australia. Most of the beef cattle 
imported by these firms and private individuals came from Phnom Penh (Cambodia), Qui-Nhon (Annam), 
Hong Kong, Tsing Tao in China, Thailand (Siam) and Australia (Manuel 1925). Available data show that 
the average value per head of imported cattle from 1900 to 1907 was about PhP55.02(Bureau of 
Agriculture 1908). From 1924 to 1927, the average value of beef imported into the country was 
PhP1,508,319 (Worcester 1930). It was 23% higher compared to the 1900 to 1907 figure. Even foreign 
firms from whom Filipino cattle importers bought their cattle also earned huge sums of money.  
For example, French cattle firms in Cambodia earned about PhP400,000 for every shipment of 
cattle to Manila monthly (Buencamino 1977). Because of the extraordinary high demand for imported 
cattle, Filipino cattle importers and their foreign cattle suppliers earned huge sums of profits.  
Many Filipinos who entered into the cattle importation became pillars of the industry. Don 
Ramon Soriano was already a successful contractor and businessman before he entered the cattle 
importation business. But his involvement in the cattle importation greatly increased his earnings.  Don 
Ramon Soriano partnered with Dr. Victor Buencamino, earlier mentioned as a veterinarian at the Bureau 
of Agriculture and later a professor at the University of the Philippines College of Veterinary Science. 
While teaching at the Veterinary College, he joined the cattle importation business of Don Ramon 




China for local consumption and for the production of biological products against animal 
diseases(Buencamino 1977) When they started their cattle importation business sometime in 1916, they 
organized a limited partnership with an initial capital of only P30,000. Soriano was responsible for the 
importation of the cattle while Dr. Buencamino was responsible for veterinary services and the slaughter 
of the cattle. During their initial operation, they imported an average of 50 heads of cattle weekly.  Dr. 
Buencamino organized a small crew of butchers to slaughter the cattle during noontime and distributed 
the slaughtered beef cattle in the afternoon. The beef cattle were prepared for sale in the market stalls 
in the early morning of the following day. Dr. Buencamino noted that the business was very profitable 
because their beef were usually sold before noontime(Buencamino 1977). Buencamino and Soriano 
gained much profit from this business. In their first year of operation, both earned almost a hundred 
percent of their capital. Because of the huge profits provided by the importation business, they 
increased their capitalization to PhP37,500 each and expanded their cattle importation business by 
purchasing cattle from Cambodia and Northern Australia(Buencamino 1977).  
Cattle importation was a profitable business so long as there was no government ban on 
importation. Unfortunately, two developments forced the government to implement a ban on cattle 
importation. The first was the spread of infectious animal diseases coming from abroad. The second was 
the increase in the number of local cattle raisers. Dr. Buencamino mentions that in the 1920’s foot-and-
mouth disease and rinderpest raged unabatedly so the government implemented Act No. 3052. The Act 
banned the entry of all imported cattle from Cambodia. Later on, the local cattle raisers also challenged 
the cattle importation business when they lobbied for a law that banned the importation of beef cattle. 
Senator Juan Alegre crafted the bill prohibiting the entry of imported cattle. Faustino Lichauco, a cattle 
importer, filed a temporary injunction to the Supreme Court to stop the implementation of the beef 
importation ban. The Supreme Court decided in favor of the injunction. However, the temporary lifting 
of the ban lasted for only a few months. Eventually, the Court ruled with finality that the ban on 
imported beef cattle was legal and to be immediately executor. Many cattle importers were dismayed 
with the decision of the Supreme Court but the ban remained. When the ban was implemented in the 
1930’s, many cattle importers including Don Ramon Soriano and Dr. Buencamino lost their huge profits 
(Buencamino 1977).    
 
Local carabao and cattle raisers were also affected by both the spread of animal diseases and the 
cattle importation policy of the government. When epizootics attacked the domestic carabaos and 
cattle, the local cattle-raising industry suffered tremendous losses because rinderpest and anthrax wiped 
out their supply of bovine animals. As if this was not enough, they suffered more losses as they were 
unable to sell the few carabaos and cattle that did not die from disease. No one was willing to buy local 
cattle or carabao for fear that they too were infected with colonial epizootics. Faced with these 
problems, cattle raisers did not bother to improve their stock thus compounding the problem even more 
(United States Senate 1922).   
The implementation of cattle importation paralyzed the local cattle industry. Imported animals 
began to dominate the market. Already unable to sell native carabao and cattle, the local cattle dealers 
were unable to compete with cattle importers who received full support from the colonial government. 
As recourse, local cattle raisers and dealers lobbied for the crafting of a law that banned the importation 
of beef cattle into the Philippines. They argued that importation was no longer necessary because they 
were in a position to satisfy the local demand for cattle in Manila. This was proven during the latter part 




Manila (United States Senate 1922). During these years, imported cattle from Indo-China were unable to 
reach the country due to the lack of shipping facilities. Fortunately, the local cattle industry had enough 
supply of beef cattle in Manila. It was at this time that local cattle raisers were able to enjoy large profits.  
 Unfortunately, the government ordered the importation of live cattle from Australia and Indo-
China. Australia provided about 1.8 million kilos of beef annually while Indo-China supplied about 
900,000 kilos of beef yearly. For the local cattle-raisers, their stand on the cattle importation policy was 
very clear. They opposed the continuous implementation of the cattle importation policy because they 
were able to satisfy the demand for beef in Manila without resorting to importation. They argued that 
imported beef competed with the local beef cattle. However, local cattle raisers found it difficult to 
lobby for a law abolishing the importation policy. They were unable to compete with cattle importers 
because they did not have an organization of local cattle raisers to voice out their grievances and 
interests (Miller 1932). 
But despite the absence of an organized lobby group, the local cattle raisers were able to win a 
small victory. The colonial government stopped the importation of beef cattle from Indo-China. This was 
because most of the infected animals came from Indo-China, allowing the local beef industry to 
monopolize the local market. In 1927, local cattle raisers violently opposed the renewal of importation 
permits for cattle importers from Australia. They claimed that the local industry was now prepared “to 
stand on its own two feet” and supply the beef needed by the local market. (Miller 1932).  The Bureau of 
Agriculture joined the local cattle raisers in their cause. Officials from the Bureau believed in the capacity 
of the local cattle industry to supply the local market with sufficient beef. Together with local cattle 
raisers, the Bureau of Agriculture lobbied for the implementation of the cattle importation ban (United 
States Senate 1924).  
 
Deliberations on the petition to ban imported cattle were conducted. This resulted in a partial 
ban on imported beef cattle which was enforced in the 1920’s. However, it was not implemented right 
away because cattle importers led by Messrs. Faustino Lichauco and Co. secured a temporary injunction 
from the Supreme Court. The injunction prevented the Director of Agriculture and the Secretary of 
Agriculture and Natural Resources from enforcing any ban against imported cattle. The injunction took 
effect in September 1922 but it was removed on December 4, 1922 when the Supreme Court finally 
ruled in favor of the local cattle raisers. The Court believed in the legality of the ban on imported cattle. 
However, the ban was not implemented because new importation permits were issued by the 
government when a temporary injunction was imposed. These permits were honored until they 
expired(United States Senate 1932). On July 11, 1930 all the remaining importation permits expired and 
the beef cattle importation ban was finally put into effect. Since then, native cattle took over complete 
control of the Manila beef market (United States Senate 1932).  
The victory of local cattle raisers against cattle importers was attributed to the Philippine 
Cooperative Livestock Association. Its members consisted of local cattle raisers from Mindoro, Masbate, 
Bukidnon and other cattle regions in the Philippines. Through its efforts, the local cattle industry was 
revived. It also successfully controlled the supply of beef in the local market. The Philippine Cooperative 
Livestock Association entered into a contract with the government to supply the city of Manila with fresh 
beef at the rate of 3,200,000 kilos per annum. This was done to ensure the public against any shortage of 




twelve equal monthly installments at a price not exceeding 65 centavos a kilo. It also stipulated the 
provision of 6,000 kilos of beef at all times for Manila(United States Senate 1932 and Miller 1932). 
The implementation of the cattle importation ban revived the dying local cattle industry. Since it 
was implemented in 1930, cattle and carabao raisers from Batangas, Bukidnon, Cotobato, Leyte, 
Masbate, Palawan, Mindoro, Romblon, Sulu, Tayabas and Zamboanga supplied the city of Manila with a 
sufficient number of cattle and carabaos. While some people predicted a scarcity of beef cattle once the 
ban was imposed, fortunately, this did not happen (Miller 1932).  When the partial ban on imported beef 
cattle took effect in 1922, local cattle raisers responded by increasing the supply of cattle and carabao 
for slaughter by 2,051 heads of cattle and carabaos.  From 1918-1927, local cattle raisers supplied Manila 
with an average of 84, 209 carabaos and cattle annually(Miller 1932). When the total ban on imported 
cattle was implemented in 1930, local cattle raisers already monopolized the Manila market. From 1931-
1939, they supplied Manila with an average of 29,851 cattle annually(United States Senate 1924).   
Table 4 shows the number of beef cattle supplied by local cattle raisers from 1921-1939: 
Table 4. Cattle Supply for Fresh Beef in Manila, 1921-1939  
 




















Sources: Report of the Governor General, 1921-1929 and Annual Report of the Bureau of Animal 
Industry, 1934-1939. 
CONCLUSION 
This paper showed how various economic interests of different sectors in Philippine agriculture 
were affected by the epizootics problem. The Filipino farmers were the most vulnerable to systemic risks 
and hazards brought about by animal contagions because they did not have enough resources to replace 
their draft animals. The animal diseases problem and the campaign against animal contagions also 
showed the different levels of vulnerability of different sectors in Philippine society and their respective 
political and economic interests. On the part of local cattle raisers, the need to eradicate animal diseases 
was to assure continued sales of their carabao and cattle stocks. They supported the American campaign 
because of the fear of infection of their carabao and cattle stock.  On the other hand, carabao and cattle 
importers benefited much from the colonial government’s program of cattle importation. However, after 
the control measures implemented by the government became successful, local cattle raisers opposed 
the influx of imported cattle and carabaos into the country. They argued that the local cattle industry 
was now able to supply the demand for beef in the country. Moreover, they also feared the danger of 
infection of local cattle by imported cattle if the importation policy continued.   
 
The American government favored imported animals rather than local bovine and equine 
animals because of the massive extent of animal disease infection in the Philippines. Colonial officials 
feared the inability of local livestock owners to address the demand for domestic carabao and cattle. 
Hence, they implemented a policy favoring importation. However, during World War I local cattle raisers 
ably supplied the demand for beef cattle in the country. This showed that the American colonial 
government protected the economic interests of livestock importers when they did not impose strict 
measures against animal importation right away. Through the efforts of the Philippine Cooperative 
Livestock Association, local cattle raisers lobbied for the enactment of a policy prohibiting the entry of 
imported beef cattle. Their efforts paid off because the government came to realize the viability of the 
local cattle raising industry. And so in 1930, the American colonial government altogether banned all 
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